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4 Alternatives 

The purpose of the alternatives evaluation in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), as stated in Section 15126.6(c) 

of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, is to ensure that “[t]he range of potential alternatives 

to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project 

and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects” identified under the proposed project. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6, an analysis of alternatives to the project is presented in this Draft 

EIR to provide the public and decision makers with a range of possible alternatives to consider. The CEQA Guidelines 

state that an EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any 

significant effects of the project, but need not consider every conceivable alternative. The CEQA Guidelines further 

state that “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable 

of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede 

to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 

15126.6(b)). Therefore, an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project (or to its 

location) that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.  

Alternatives in an EIR must be potentially feasible (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a)). The feasibility of an 

alternative may be determined based on a variety of factors, including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic 

viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 

boundaries, and site accessibility and control (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(1)). Agency decision makers 

ultimately decide what is “actually feasible.” (California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal. 

App. 4th 957, 981 (CNPS).) The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular 

alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (Sierra Club v. County 
of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1506-1509; CNPS, supra, 177 Cal. App. 4th at p. 1001; In re Bay-Delta 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165, 1166.) 

Moreover, “‘feasibility’ under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a 

reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.” (City of Del 
Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417.) 

An EIR need not evaluate the environmental effects of alternatives in the same level of detail as the proposed 

project, but must include enough information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 

proposed project. The alternatives discussion is intended to focus on alternatives to the project or its location that 

are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives 

would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 

This chapter identifies the proposed project objectives, describes the project alternatives, and evaluates the 

comparative effects of the alternatives relative to the proposed project. As required under Section 15126.6(e) of 

the CEQA Guidelines, the environmentally superior alternative is identified and included at the end of this chapter. 

4.1 Project Objectives  

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the Draft EIR, the objectives of the project ae considered, 

since attainment of a majority of the objectives is one of the bases for whether an alternative is considered feasible. 
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The project objectives are described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and repeated below.  

1. Provide locally serving commercial retail uses consistent with the Rural Center land use designation.  

2. Provide a high quality building design consistent with County guidance.  

3. Minimize the grading of the project site and maintain natural topography to the extent feasible.  

4. Provide additional property and sales tax revenue to the County.  

4.2 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts  

The project would result in two potentially significant impacts, air quality and biological resources. Alternatives 

should avoid or substantially reduce one or more of the potential project impacts. Proposed mitigation measures 

would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

4.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed  

As described above, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that the range of potential alternatives for 

the project include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid 

or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Alternatives that fail to meet the fundamental project 

purpose need not be addressed in detail in an EIR.  

In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the objectives of 

the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors are crucial to the 

development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a). Although, as noted above, EIRs 

must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the ultimate determination as to whether an 

alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by lead agency decision-maker(s). (See Pub. Resources Code, § 

21081(a)(3).) At the time of action on the project, the decision-maker(s) may consider evidence beyond that found 

in this EIR in addressing such determinations. The decision-maker(s), for example, may conclude that a particular 

alternative is infeasible (i.e., undesirable) from a policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that basis 

provided that the decision-maker(s) adopts a finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, and provided 

that such a finding reflects a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and other 

considerations supported by substantial evidence.  

The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected during the 

planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination. The 

following alternatives were considered but are not evaluated further in this Draft EIR.  

4.3.1 Off-Site Alternative  

Alternative sites were not considered for several reasons. The three potentially significant impacts are potential 

disturbance of nesting special status birds, accidental discovery of tribal cultural resources (TCRs), and potential 

disturbance of soils containing naturally occurring asbestos (NOA). Mature trees suitable for nesting and NOA are 

common throughout the community of Cool. Similarly, accidental discovery of TCRs, although unlikely, can occur 

throughout the County. An off-site alternative would not avoid or reduce these potential impacts (however, feasible 

mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a level that is less than significant).  
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4.3.2 Modified Site Plan  

It is common to develop an alternative that modifies the layout of a project in order to avoid or reduce impacts 

related to construction and/or ongoing operation of project. In the case of the proposed project, the potential for 

nesting birds exists both on and adjacent to the project site, so moving the commercial building would not 

necessarily avoid or reduce this impact. Similarly, the potential to disturb NOA or previously unknown TCRs, which 

is not considered high, but nevertheless could occur on the project site, would not be avoided or reduced by 

relocating the commercial building.  

4.3.3 Alternative Use  

Impacts related to certain land uses, such as transportation, noise, and air emissions, may be avoided or reduced 

by changing the proposed land use (for example, from commercial to residential). This alternative would not avoid 

or reduce the potentially significant project impacts, would not meet the basic project objectives, and would be 

inconsistent with the County General Plan which designated the site as general commercial.  

4.4 Project Alternatives 

This section presents an evaluation of feasible alternatives to the proposed Master Plan. Only one feasible 

alternative has been identified.  

1. No Project Alternative 

For the alternative, a brief description is presented, followed by a discussion of the basis for selection of the 

alternative, the degree to which the alternative would meet project objectives, and the ways in which the alternative 

would avoid or reduce significant impacts of the project, or cause other new or increased impacts.  

Table 4-1 compares the alternative to the project in terms of their ability to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts.  

4.4.1 No Project Alternative 

Description 

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR’s alternatives analysis must include consideration of the No Project 

Alternative. The “No Project” analysis discusses the existing conditions as well as what would reasonably be 

expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project was not approved (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6 

(e)(2) and (3)(A)).  

For this analysis, the No Project assumes no construction. The existing zoning and general plan classification allows 

for the construction of a building up to 62,200 square feet (based on a parcel size of 1.68 acres and an FAR of 

0.85). Realistically, due to the topography of the site, and the need for parking and a septic system, a potential 

building would not greatly exceed the 9,100 square foot building that is proposed. Therefore the “allowable use” 

version of the No Project Alternative would not provide a useful comparison for decision makers or the public. 

Instead, the No Project Alternative assumes the site would remain vacant.  
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Impact Analysis 

As no construction would occur, the potential for project activities to impact special status birds, or expose workers 

or customers to NOA would be avoided. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives.  

4.5 Comparison of Alternatives  

Table 4-1 shows the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project, prior to implementation 

of mitigation measures, compared to the potential effects of the project alternatives. If a project alternative would 

have new or substantially greater impacts than the proposed project, this is also noted in the table.  

Project impacts related to air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, population and 

housing, public services and recreation, and utilities would be less than significant. The project alternatives would 

not increase these impacts to a potentially significant level, and they are therefore not presented in the table.  

Table 4-1. Environmental Comparison of Alternatives 

Impact  Proposed Project No Project Alternative 

Air Quality 3.2.3   PS NI- 

Biological Resources 3.3.1  PS NI- 

Cultural Resources 3.4.4 PS NI- 

Notes: LTS Less than Significant; NI No Impact; PS Potentially Significant (prior to mitigation); SU Significant and Unavoidable; + 

Increased Impact; - Decreased Impact  

4.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative  

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify the environmental superior alternative (Section 15126.6 (e)(2)). If the 

environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project” Alternative, the EIR must identify an environmentally 

superior alternative from among the other alternatives.  

The “No Project Alternative” would avoid all significant impacts associated with the proposed project. No other 

feasible “build” alternative has been identified.  
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5 Other CEQA Considerations 

Section 15126 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all aspects of a project 

must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, development, 

and operation. As part of this analysis, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must also identify (1) significant 

environmental effects of the proposed project, (2) significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the 

proposed project is implemented, (3) significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from 

implementation of the proposed project, (4) growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project, and (5) alternatives 

to the proposed project (evaluated in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives). 

5.1 Significant Environmental Effects 

Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of this Draft EIR provide a comprehensive overview of the proposed project’s significant 

environmental effects, including the level of significance both before and after mitigation. These impacts are also 

identified in the Executive Summary.  

5.2 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that cannot be avoided, 

even with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The environmental effects of the proposed project are 

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis, of this Draft EIR. All potentially significant impacts related to the 

project can be avoided or substantially reduced through implementation of feasible mitigation measures. There are no 

significant and unavoidable impacts that would result from the proposed project.  

5.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Section 15126.2 (d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of any significant irreversible environmental 

change that would be caused by the proposed project. However, Section 15127 limits the discussion of irreversible 

changes to EIRs prepared in connection with any of the following activities: 

a. The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency; 

b. The adoption by a Local Agency Formation Commission of a resolution making determinations; or 

c. A project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact statement 

pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

The proposed project does not involve any of the activities described in Section 15127. Therefore, no further 

discussion of significant irreversible environmental changes is provided.  

5.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

As required by Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must discuss ways in which a proposed project 

could foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 

the surrounding environment. Also, the EIR must discuss the characteristics of the project that could encourage 

and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. 
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Two different types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect. Indirect employment 

includes those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure patterns of direct employment associated 

with the project. Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity to the places of employment and residence. 

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. Induced employment follows the economic effect beyond 

the expenditures of the residents within the project area to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services 

necessary to support residences that reside locally. When a manufacturer buys or sells products, the employment 

associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment. 

For example, when an employee of the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the employee lunch holds 

a job that is indirectly related to the proposed project. When the server then goes out and spends money in the 

economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are considered induced employment. 

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus, it includes the economic 

effect of the dollars spent by those employees and residents who support the employees of the project.  

The project would employ three employees per shift, in two shifts. Accounting for part-time staff, the project could 

account for six to ten employees. This would be the direct employment of the project. Indirect and induced 

employment would be minimal, as the project could be served by existing services and suppliers. It is anticipated 

that employees will be drawn from the local area. Thus, as described in the Initial Study, Appendix A of this EIR, the 

growth inducement impacts on population and housing would not be significant.  

The proposed project is a retail use that would generate additional sales in the community. While additional 

economic activity may generally be seen as positive, the potential adverse physical effects of economic change are 

discussed in Section 3.15, Urban Decay.  

5.5 Cumulative Impacts  

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that could be associated with the 

proposed project. This assessment involves examining project-related effects on the environment in the context of 

similar effects that have been caused by past or existing projects, and the anticipated effects of future projects. As 

indicated in the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative impacts need not provide the same level of detail as 

project-related impacts. The discussion should be guided by “standards of practicality and reasonableness” (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15130(b)). Although project-related impacts can be individually minor, the cumulative effects of 

these impacts, in combination with the impacts of other projects, could be significant under CEQA and must be 

addressed (Section 15130(a)). Where a lead agency concludes that the cumulative effects of a project, taken together 

with the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects are 

significant, the lead agency then must determine whether the project’s incremental contribution to such significant 

cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” (and thus significant in and of itself). 

Each technical section included in Chapter 3 provides an evaluation of the project’s contribution to any significant 

cumulative impact. 

Cumulative Context 

To ensure an adequate discussion of cumulative impacts is included in an EIR, CEQA allows the lead agency to use 

either a list of past, present, and probable future projects (including those projects outside of the control of the lead 
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agency), or projections included in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan like a general plan (CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15130(b)(1)). The general cumulative impact context for evaluating cumulative impacts for the 

technical issue areas evaluated in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR uses the list method. All recently approved and 

pending projects in the Cool planning area were reviewed. The following two projects were identified: Design Review 

Permit for new signage for 76 gas station (DR-R19-0003) and Conditional Use Permit for a proposed cell tower 

(S17-0019). 

The cumulative analysis in each of the technical sections evaluates the proposed project’s contribution to the 

cumulative scenario. The technical sections in Chapter 3 evaluate the project’s cumulative impacts at the end of 

the impacts analysis including a description of the cumulative context for each issue area evaluated. 

5.6 Other Considerations 

The Initial Study prepared for the project (Appendix A) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed project 

and concludes that due to certain aspects of the project, project characteristics, or existing regulatory requirements, 

the project is not anticipated to have significant impacts on the following resources: agriculture and forestry resources, 

mineral resources, noise and population and housing. The following analysis provides an overview that explains why 

the project would not adversely affect these resources and therefore these resources or topics are not further analyzed 

in this Draft EIR. The Initial Study prepared for the project includes more information that addresses these issue areas 

and is included in Appendix A. 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

The California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Map and the El Dorado County Important Farmland 

map classifies the project site as Urban and Built-up Land (DOC 2016). The project site is designated for commercial 

uses and is not located within or adjacent to lands designated with the County’s Agricultural (A) General Plan Land 

Use Overlay. The project site also does not contain and land under a Williamson Act Contract and would not conflict 

with existing zoning for agricultural use. Lastly, the project site does not support forested areas and is not 

designated as Timberland Preserve Zone (TPZ) or other forest land according to the County’s General Plan and 

Zoning Ordinance. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural 

use, affect lands under a Williamson Act contract, or contribute to a loss of forestry resources resulting in no impact, 

thus this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Mineral Resources 

The project site is not mapped by the State of California Division of Mines and Geology or the County’s General Plan 

as located within a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ). The project site does not contain any mineral resources of known 

local or statewide economic value. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to mineral resources and 

this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Noise 

Project construction and operation would generate an increase in noise and potential vibration. Construction 

activities would comply with the County’s noise standards for construction outlined in General Plan Policy 6.5.1.11, 

which sets forth limitations of construction activities allowed from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday 

and 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends and federally recognized holidays. The closest sensitive receptors in the 
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vicinity of the project include single family residences located east of the project site, the nearest of which is 

approximately 775 feet from the site. Due to the distance of the nearest receptor, the topography of the project site, and 

the small size of the proposed structure, operation of the proposed project would not be anticipated to increase the 

ambient noise levels in the area in excess of the County’s established noise thresholds for lands designated for 

commercial uses in the General Plan. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact 

related to noise and this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 

Population and Housing 

The project site is undeveloped and does not contain any residences. The proposed project also does not include 

the construction of new homes; however, it does include the construction of a retail use that could create a limited 

number of new construction jobs and less than 10 retail jobs in the region. While the addition of new employment 

opportunities could increase the County’s population, it is anticipated that the majority of construction workers and 

project employees would likely be existing residents of the County or surrounding areas. As such, the proposed 

project is unlikely to result in a demand for new housing and no stock would be displaced by the proposed project 

nor would the project displace any people. Therefore, the proposed project would not impact population or housing 

in the County and this topic is not further addressed in the EIR. 
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Natalie K. Porter, El Dorado County Department of Transportation 

Tia L. Raamot, El Dorado County Department of Transportation 

Rania Serieh, Air Quality Engineer, El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 
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Brian Grattidge, Project Manager 
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Monika Krupa, Planner 

Matthew Morales, Air Quality, GHG, and Energy  

Ryan Munnikhuis, Geology and Hydrology  
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